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An Eſſay on the Uſefulneſs and Neceſſity of Theological Learning. 
/ 


In the Preſs, and ſpeedily will be publiſhed in two Volumes large Oftavo. 


The Firſt Part of Michaelis's Introduction to the New Teſtament, 
tranſlated from the Fourth Edition of the German, and conſiderably 
augmented with Notes, explanatory and ſupplemental, by the Author 
of the preceding Diſcourſe. 


HE. following publication contains only a general ſtatement of 


the evidence for the Authenticity of the Pentateuch, with an 
examination of ſome of the principal objections, that have been made 
to it, eſpecially by Le Clerc. The nature of the compoſition did not 
admit that each argument ſhould be drawn out at full length, or every 
objection ſeparately conſidered : but thoſe, who would examine the 
ſubject more minutely, and take a view of the arguments, that have 


been adyanced for and againſt the queſtion, may conſult the following 
works : 


Hobbes's Leviathan. London, 1651, folio. 


Peyreru Syſtema Theologicum, ex Pre-Adamitarum Hypotheſi. 
1655, B8vo. | 

Spinoza Tractatus Theologico-politicus. 1674, 8vo. 

Simon Hiſtoire critique du Vieux Teſtament. Rotterdam, 168 5, 

4to. 


Sentimens de quelques Theologiens de Hollande ſur Vhiſtoire criu- 
que du Vieux Teſtament. Amſterdam, 1685, 12mo. 


Withi Miſcellanea ſacra. Trajecti ad Rhenum, 1692, 4to. 

Clerici Diſſertatio de Scriptore Pentateuchi Moſe, printed in Le 
Clerc's Commentary on the Pentateuch. Amſterdam, 1693, folio. 

Kidder's Commentary on the five books of Moſes, with a diſſerta- 
tion concerning the author of thoſe books. London, 1694, 2 vols. 
8vo. 

Prideaux's Connection of the Old and New Teſtament, 
1716—1718, 2 vols. 8vo. 

Carpzovii Introductio ad libros hiſtoricos Veteris Teſtamenti. Lip- 
fie, 1727, 4to. | 

Salomonis Deylingi Obſervationum ſacrarum, Pars prima. Ed. 3. 
Lipſiæ, 1735, 4to. 


Doederlein Inſtitutio Theologi Chriſtiani. Norimberge, 1791, 
2 tom. 8vo. ed. 5*. 


London, 


— — 


© 
o 
- 
\ 
* 
N 
1 
* 
- 
= 
* 
- 
* * 
= * 
Os 
* 
* 
. 
F 2 « 
- - : - . 
1 4 * y e 2 * 
2 
5 0 * 
* g "4 x &- 
- - * 
— 
# % 
= —- 
—_ 
\ . 
0 L 
F . 3 * 6 
* Pi = 
. 
< N 5 
IZ 
bye 
- "es * 0 
3 
1 
7 - .B 
_— 
— —ů 


9 >» _— : . W 
2 — "— — <> . = — — . 


MONG the numerous attacks, that have been made 
on the truth of Chriſtianity, one of the moſt formidable 
is that, which is direCted againſt the authenticity of the ſacred 
writings. It has been contended, that we derive a ſet of rules 
and opinions from a ſeries of books, which were not written 
by the authors, to whom we aſcribe them; and that the 
work, to which we give the title of divine, and which 1s the 
baſis of our faith and manners, is a forgery of later ages. 
But there 1s great reaſon to doubt, whether thoſe, who ſub- 
ſcribe to theſe ſentiments, have properly weighed the ſubject 
in queſtion ; and though it would be want of candour on our 
part to aſcribe to them ſiniſter motives, ſince a deviation from 
the common mode of thinking by no means implies a want of 
honeſty, yet we may venture to affirm, without injuſtice, that 
they have not conſidered the ſubject with that attention, and 
with that impartiality, which it deſerves. The preſent diſ- 
courſe ſhall be confined to the authenticity of the Pentateuch, 
and I will endeavour to ſhew that Moſes was really the au- 
thor, though the contrary has been aſſerted by men of critical 
ſagacity, and profound erudition. 

It is an undeniable fact, that Hebrew ceaſed to be the living 
language of the Jews during the Babyloniſh captivity, and 
that the Jewiſh productions after that period were in general 
either Chaldee, or Greek. The Jews of Paleſtine, ſome ages 
before the appearance of our Saviour, were unable to com- 
prehend the Hebrew original, without the aſſiſtance of a 

A Chaldee 


1 


Chaldee paraphraſe; and it was neceſſary to undertake a 
Greek tranſlation, becauſe that language alone was known to 
the Jews of Alexandria, It neeeſſarily follows therefore, that 
every book, which 1s written in pure Hebrew, was compoſed 
either before, or about the time of the Babyloniſh captivity *. 
This being admitted, we may advance a ſtep further, and 
contend that the period, which elapſed between the, compo- 
ſition of the moſt ancient and the moſt modern book of the 
Old Teſtament was very conſiderable; or, in other words, 
that the moſt ancient books of the Old Teſtament were writ- 
ten a length of ages prior to the Babyloniſh captivity. No 
language continues during many centuries in the ſame ſtate 
of cultivation, and the Hebrew, like other tongues, paſſed 
through the ſeveral ſtagts of infancy, youth, manhood, and 
old age. If, therefore, on comparifon, the ſeveral parts of 
the Hebrew. Bible are found to differ not only in regard to 
ſtyle, but alſo in regard to character and cultivation. of lan- 
guage ; if the one diſcovers the golden, another the filver, a 
third the brazen, a fourth the iron age, we have ſtrong in- 
ternal marks of their having been compoſed at different and 
diſtant periods. No claſlical ſcholar, independently of the 
Grecian hiſtory, would believe that the poems aſcribed to 
Homer were written in the age of Demoſthenes, the orations 
of Demoſthenes in the time of Origen, or the commentaries. 
of Origen in the days of Laſcaris and Chryſoloras. For the 
very ſame reaſon it is certain that the five books, which are 
aſcribed to Moſes, were not written in the time of David, the 
pſalms of David in the age of Haiah, nor the prophecies of 

Iſaiah 


See Doederlein Inſtitutio — Chriſtiani, $ 38. Tom, I. p. 105. ed. 
ata, Norimbergæ 1778. 
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Iſaiah in the time of Malachi. But it appears from what has 


been ſaid above, in regard to the extinction of the Hebrew 
language, that the book of Malachi could not have been 
written much later than the Babyloniſh captivity ; before that 
period therefore were written the prophecies of Iſaiah, (till 
earlier the pſalms of David, and much earlier than theſe the 
books, which are aſcribed to Moſes. 

There is no preſumption therefore whatſoever, a priori, 
that Moſes was not the author, or compiler of the Pentateuch. 
Further, it contains a ſyſtem of ceremonial and moral laws, 
which, unleſs we reject the authority of all hiſtory, were ob- 
ſerved by the Iſraelites from the time of their departure out of 
Egypt, till their diſperſion at the taking of Jeruſalem. Theſe 
laws therefore are as ancient, as the conqueſt of Paleſtine. 
It is alſo an undeniable hiſtorical fact, that the Jews in every 
age believed their anceſtors had received them from the hands 
of Moſes, and that theſe laws were the baſis of their political 
and religious inſtitations, as long as they continued to be a 
people. We are reduced therefore to this dilemma, to ac- 
knowledge, either that theſe laws were actually delivered by 
Moſes, or that a whole nation, during fifteen hundred years, 


groaned under the weight of an impoſture, without once de- 


tecting, or even ſuſpecting the fraud. The Athenians be- 
lieved that the ſyſtem of laws, by which they were go— 
verned, was compoſed by Solon, and the Spartans attributed 
their code to Lycurgus, without ever being ſuſpected of a 
miſtake in their belief. Why then ſhould it be doubted, that 
the rules preſcribed in the Pentateuch were given by Moſes? 
To deny it is to aſſert, that an effect may exiſt without a 
cauſe, or that a great and important revolution may take 
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place without an agent. We have therefore an argument 
little ſhort of mathematical demonſtration, that the ſub/tance 
of the Pentateuch proceeded from Moſes ; and that the very 
words were written by him, though not ſo mathematically de- 
monſtrable as the former, is at leaſt a moral certainty. The 
Jews, whoſe evidence alone can decide in the preſent inſtance, 
have believed it from the earlieſt to the preſent age: no other 
perſon ever aſpired to be thought the author, and we may 
venture to afirm that no other perſon could have been the 
author. For it 1s wholly incredible that the Jews, though 
weak and ſuperſtitious, would have received in a later age a 
ſet of writings as the genuine work of Moſes, if no hiſtory, 
and no tradition, had preſerved the remembrance of his having 
been the author. | | 
Every book of the Old Teſtament implies the previous exiſt- 
ence of the Pentateuch : in many of them it is expreſsly men- 
tioned, alluſion is made to it in ſome, and it is quoted in 
others. Theſe contain a ſeries of external evidence in its fa- 
vour, which 1s hardly to be confuted; and when the ſeveral 
links of this argument are put together, they will form a chain, 
which it would require more than ordinary abilities to break. 
In the firſt place, no one will deny that the Pentateuch exiſted 
in the time of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, for they not only men- 
tion it, but quote it“. This we admit,” reply the advocates 
for the hypotheſis, which it is the object of this diſcourſe. to 
confute, but you cannot therefore conclude that Moſes was 
the author, for there is reaſon to believe, that it was compoſed 
by Ezra. Now unfortunately for men of this perſuaſion, 
Ezra himſelf is evidence againſt them; for, inſtead of aſſum- 
ing 
* Matth. v. 27. Mark x. 3. xii. 26. Luke x. 25. xxiv. 44. John vii. 19. 
viii. 5. Acts xxviii, 23. 1 Cor. ix. 9. 2 Cor. iii. 15. 


» 


ing to himſelf the honour, which they ſo liberally confer on 
him, he expreſsly aſcribes the book of the law to Moſes : and 
they ſet the prieſts in their diviſions, and the Levites in their 
courſes, for the ſervice of God, which is in Jeruſalem, as it 
is written in the book of Moſes *. Secondly, the Pentateuch 
exiſted not only before the time of Ezra, but before the divi- 
ſion of the kingdoms of Iſrael and Judah. For it was not 
only accepted as genuine by the Samaritans, as well as by the 
Jews, but was equally in both nations the baſis of their civil 
and religious inſtitutions +. It muſt have been written there- 
fore before the diviſion of the kingdoms had taken place: for 
had it been forged in a later age among the Jews, the perpe- 
tual enmity, that ſubſiſted between the two nations, would 
have utterly prevented its being adopted by the Samaritans ; 
and had it been a ſpurious production of the Samaritans, it 


would never have been received among the Jews. There re- 


mains therefore only one reſource to thoſe, who contend that 
Moſes was not the author, namely, that it was written in the 
period, which elapſed between the age of Joſhua, and that of 
Solomon. But the whole Jewiſh Hiſtory, from the time of 
their ſettlement in Canaan to the building of the temple in 
Jeruſalem, preſuppoſes that the book of the law was written 
by Moſes. It is deſcribed as ſuch in the Chronicles, the 
Kings, and eſpecially in Joſhua g; in which laſt book in par- 

| : ticular 

* Ezra vi. 8. See alſo Ezra iii. 2. and Nehemiah xiii. 1. 

+ It is true that the ten tribes, as well as thoſe of Judah and Benjamin, were 
addicted to Idolatry, but it appears from 2Kings iii. 2. x. 21-28. xvii. 28. 
2 Chron. xxxv. 18. that they conſidered the religion of Jehovah as the only true 
religion. | | | 

+ 2 Chron, xxiii. 18, xxv. 4. 1 Kings ii. 3. 2 Kings xiv. 6, Joſhua i, 7, 8. 
viii. 31. xxili. 6. 
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ticular there is a paſſage which ſufficiently proves that the 
Pentateuch, or, as the Jews termed it, the book of the law 
exiſted in the time of Joſhua, © Only be thou ſtrong, and very 
courageous, that thou mayeſt obſerve to do all according to 


this 


the law, which Moſes my ſervant commanded thee, 


book of the law (hall not depart out of thy mouth “. 


To the foregoing demonſtration perhaps the following ob- 


jection will be made, We will admit the force of your argu- 


ments, and grant that Moſes actually wrote a work called 
the book of the law ; but how can we be certain, that it was 
the very work, which is now current under his name? And 


unleſs you can ſhew this to be at leaſt probable, your whole 
evidence is of no value.“ To illuſtrate the force or weakneſs 
of this objection, let us apply it to ſome ancient Greek author, 


and ſee whether a claſſical ſcholar would allow it to be of 


weight. It is true that the Greek writers ſpeak of Homer, 
as an ancient and celebrated poet; it is true alſo that they 
have quoted from the works, which they aſcribe to him, va- 


rious paſſages that we find at preſent in the Iliad and Odyſſey: 
yet ſtill there 1s a poſlibility that the poems, which were 
written by Homer, and thoſe, which we call the Iliad and 


Odyſley were totally diſtinct productions.“ Now an advocate 


for Greek literature would reply to this objection, not with 


a ſerious anſwer, but with a ſmile of contempt; and he would 


think it beneath his dignity to ſilence an opponent, who ap- 
peared to be deaf to the cleareſt conviction. But ſtill more 
may be ſaid in defence of Moſes, than in defence of Homer ; 
for the writings of the latter were not depoſited in any tem- 


ple, 


* Joſhua i. 7, 8. 


| 
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ple, or ſacred archive, in order to ſecure them from the de- 
vaſtations of time, whereas the copy of the book of the law, 
as written by Moſes, was intruſted to the prieſts and the 
elders, preſerved in the ark of the covenant, and read to the 
people every ſeventh year *. Sufficient care therefore was 
taken not only for the preſervation of the original record, but 


that no ſpurious production ſhould be ſubſtituted in its ſtead, 
And that no ſpurious production ever has been ſubſtituted in 
the ſtead of the original compoſition of Moſes appears from 


the evidence both of the Greek and the Samaritan Pentateuch. 


For as theſe agree with the Hebrew, except in ſome trifling 


variations +, to which every work is expoſed by length of time, 
it 1s abſolutely certain that the five books, which we now aſ- 


cribe to Moſes, are one and the ſame work with that, which 
was tranſlated into Greek in the time of the Ptolemies, and,, 
What is of ſtill greater importance, with that, which exiſted 


IN 

* And Moſes wrote this law, and delivered it unto the prieſts the ſons of 
Levi, which bare the ark. of the covenant of the Lord, and unto all the elders 
of Iſrael. And Moſes commanded them, ſaying, At the end of every ſeven 
years, in the ſolemnity of the year of releaſe, in the feaſt of tabernacles, when 
all Tſrael is come to appear before the Lord thy God, in the place, which he 
ſhall chooſe, thou ſhalt read this law before all Iſrael in their hearing. And it 


came to paſs, when Moſes had made an end of writing the words of this law 
in a book, until they were finiſhed, that Moſes commanded the Levites, which 
bare the ark of the covenant of the Lord, ſaying, Take this book. of the law, 
and put it in the ſide of the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God, Deut. 


xxxi. 9—II. 24—26. There is a paſſage to the ſame purpoſe in Joſephus : 


Aura dic ro ,, ED & TW ieh YEdXjpmhatW!, Joſephi Antiquitat, Lib, V. ©. l. 
§17. Tom. I. p. 185. ed. Hudſon, 


+ See the collation of the Hebrew and Samaritan Pentateuch, in the 6th.. 


Vol, of the London Polyglot, p. 19. of the Animadverſiones Samariticz, 
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in the time of Solomon *. And as the Jews could have had no 
motive whatſoever, during the period, which elapſed between 
the age of Joſhua and that of Solomon, for ſubſtituting a 
ſpurious production, inſtead of the original, as written by 
Moſes ; and, even had they been inclined to attempt the im- 
poſture, would have been prevented by the care, which had 
been taken by their lawgiver, we muſt conclude that our pre- 
ſent Pentateuch is the very identical work, that was delivered 
by Moſes. 

Beſide the external evidence, which has been produced 
in favour of the books in queſtion, equally convincing 
arguments may be drawn from their contents, and language. 
The very mode of writing in the four laſt books, difcovers 
an author contemporary with the events which he relates ; 


every deſcription, both religious and political, is a proof that 


the writer was preſent at each reſpective ſcene ; and the legiſ- 
lative and hiſtorical parts are ſo interwoven with each other, 
that neither of them could have been written by a man, who 
lived in a later age. The account, which is given in the book 
of Exodus, of the conduct of Pharaoh towards the children of 
Iſrael is ſuch, as might be expected from a writer, who was 


not only acquainted with the country at large, but had frequent 


acceſs to the court of its ſovereign : and the minute geogra- 


phical deſcription of the paſſage through Arabia is ſuch, as 
could have been given only by a man like Moſes, who had 
ſpent forty years in the land of Midian. The language it- 


ſelf is a proof of its high antiquity, which appears partly from 
the great ſimplicity of the ſtyle, and partly from the uſe of 


Archaiſms, or antiquated expreſſions, which in the days even 


of 
* See Waltoni Prolegom, XI. § 11, 


=> 
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of David and Solomon were obſolete *. But the ſtrongeſt argu- 
ment, that can be produced to ſhew that the Pentateuch was 
written by a man born and educated in Egypt, is the uſe of 
Egyptian words ; words, which never were, nor ever could 
have been uſed by a native of Paleſtine: and it is a remarkable 
circumſtance, that the very ſame thing, which Moſes had ex- 
preſſed by a word, that is pure Egyptian, Iſaiah, as might be 
expected from his birth and education, has expreſſed a by word 
that is purely Hebrew . 

The poſitive evidence being now cloſed for the authenticity 
of the Pentateuch, it remains only to anſwer the arguments, 
which have been brought againſt it. All theſe may be com- 


priſed under one general head, namely, “ expreſſions and paſ- 


ſages are found in the Pentateuch, which could not have 
been written by Moſes.“ The trite objection, drawn from the 
laſt chapter of Deuteronomy, where an account is given of the 
death of Moſes, is of no importance whatever, and is reject- 
ed as trivial even by thoſe, who contend that the Pentateuch 1s 
ſpurious. The thirty third chapter of Deuteronomy has evi- 
dent marks of being the cloſe of the work, as finiſhed by Moſes, 
and the thirty fourth was added either by Joſhua, or ſome 
| other 

For inſtance Ny, ille, and W), puer, which are uſed in both genders by 
no other writer than Moſes. See Gen. xxiv. 14. 16. 28. 55. 57, xXxxvili. 21.25. 


+ For inſtance N, (perhaps written originally NN, and the“ lengthened 
into q by miſtake) written by the LXX ax, or «xz, Gen. xli. 2. and NAN, 
written by the LXX $6, or 984. See La Croze Lexicon Ægyptiacum, art. 
Axl and BI. | | 

t The ſame thing, which Moſes expreſſes by NN, Gen. xli. 2. Ifaiah, 
ch. xix. ver. 7. expreſſes by I, for the Seventy have tranſlated both of theſe 
words by a. 
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other ſacred writer as a ſupplement to the whole. But there 
are names of cities mentioned in the Pentateuch, which names 
were not given to thoſe cities, till after the death of Moſes. 
For inſtance, a city, which was originally called Laiſh, but 
changed its name to that of Dan, after the Iſraelites had con- 


quered Paleſtine *, is. yet denominated Dan in'the book of 


Geneſis +. The book itſelf therefore, it is ſaid, muſt have 


been written after the Iſraelites had taken poſſeſſion of the 


Holy Land. But is it not poſſible that Moſes wrote original- 
ly Laiſh, and that, after the name of the city had been chang- 
ed, tranſcribers, for the fake of perſpicuity, ſubſtituted the new 
for the old name. This might ſo eaſily have happened, that 
the ſolution is hardly to be diſputed in a caſe, where the poſi- 
tive arguments in favour of the work in queſtion are ſo very 
deciſive f. Another objection is taken from the following 
paſſage in the book of Geneſis d&, © and Iſrael journeyed, and 
ſpread his tent beyond the tower of Edar.” Now Edar was the 
name of a tower over one of the gates of Jeruſalem ; the au- 
thor of the book of Geneſis therefore, it is ſaid, muſt have 
been at leaſt a contemporary of Saul and David. But this 
objection. involves a manifeſt abſurdity, for if the writer of this 
paſſage had meant the tower of Edar in Jeruſalem, he would 
have made Iſrael ſpread his tent beyond a tower, that probably 
did not exiſt till many hundred years after his death. The 
tower of Edar ſignifies literally the tower of the flocks; and 

| as 

* Judges xvill. 22. + Chap. xiv. 4. 


An example of the ſame kind is © Hebron,“ Gen. xiii. 18. which before the 
conqueſt of Paleſtine was called Kirjath- Arba, as appears from Joſhua xiv. 1 5: 


This example may be explained in the fame manner as s the preceding. 


& Chap. xxxv. 21. 
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as this name was undoubtedly given to many towers, or places 
of retreat for ſhepherds in the open country of Paleſtine, which 
in the days of the Patriarchs was covered with flocks, it is un- 
neceſſary to ſuppoſe, that it meant in particular a tower of 
Jeruſalem. But the moſt formidable objection is that which 
is drawn from the two following paſſages, the one in the 
book of Geneſis“, the other in the book of Deuteronomy +. 
*© Theſe are the kings, that reigned over the land of Edom, before 
there reigned any king over the children of Iſrael.” And again, 
e Jair the ſon Manaſſeh took all the country of Argob un- 
to the coaſts of Geſhuri, and Maacathi, and called them after 
his own name Baſhan-havoth-jair, unto this day.” Now it is 
certain that the laſt clauſe in each of theſe examples could not 
have been written by Moſes; for the one implies a writer, 
who lived after the eſtabliſhment of monarchy in Iſrael, the 
other a writer who lived at leaſt ſome ages after the ſettlement 
of the Jews in Paleſtine}. But if theſe clauſes themſelves 
are ſpurious, that 1s, if they were not written by the author 
of the Pentateuch, but inſerted by ſome tranſcriber in a later 
age, they affect not the authenticity of the work itſelf. And 
whoever impartially examines the contents of theſe two paſ- 
ſages, will find that the clauſes in queſtion are not only un- 
neceſlary, but even a burden to the ſenſe. The clauſe of the 
ſecond example in particular could not poſibly have proceeded 
from the author of the reſt of the verſe, who, whether Moſes 
or any other perſon, would hardly have written, © He called 


them 
* Ch. xxxvi. 31. + Ch. iii. 14. 


t Witſius, in his Miſcellanea facra, p. 125. ſays the clauſe “before there 
reigned any king over the children of Iſrael,“ might have been written by Mol{s, 
But he cuts the knot, inſtead of untying it. 


* 


( 16 ) 
them after his own name unto his day,” The author of the 
Pentateuch wrote © he called them after his own; name; 
ſome centuries after the death of the author, the clauſe '** unto 
this day” was probably added in the margin, to denote that 
the diftrict ſtill retained the name, which was given it by Jair, 
and this marginal reading was in ſubſequent tranſcripts ob- 
traded on the text. Whoever doubts the truth of this aſſertion 
needs only to have recourſe to the manuſcripts of the Greek 
Teſtament, and he will find that the ſpurious additions in the 
text of ſome manuſcripts are actually written in 1 n 


of others *. 


The genuine text of he pentateuch therefore W from 
the hands of Moſes; and the various charges, that have been 


brought againſt it, amount to nothing more than this, that 
it has not deſcended to the preſent age without ſome few alte- 


rations; a circumſtance, at which we ought not to be ſurpriſed, 


when we reflect on the many thouſands of tranſcripts, that have 


been made from it in the courſe of three thouſand years. 


* To mention only two examples. The common reading 1 Cor. xvi. 2. is 
ale cage, but the Codex Petavianus 3. has my vzzm in the margin, and in 
one of the manuſcripts uſed by Beza, this marginal addition had been pbtruded on 
the text. See his note to this paſſage. Another inſtance is 1 John ii. 27. where 
the genuine reading is ga, but Wetſtein quotes two manuſcripts in which 
bh is written in the margin, and this-marginal reading has found its way not 
only into the Codex Covelli 2, but into the Coptic and Æthiopic verſions. 


DR 


